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Mr. Carl W. Beloher, “hlcf 
General Criai*a Motion 
Original *4 vision 
Dapartaant of Justice, 

Washington, D» J „ 80520 

Deny Mr. Beloher, 

Inclosed is b copy of a letter 1 today sent Dr, James Rhoads, 
Archivist of tee ^nitad Ststes. 1 hop* you will teke the time to consider 
lte complaint In the oontext o:' your letter to '-ie of -'arch 86. 

In sending it to you, 1 hope 1 >m duraonstrstlng faith in what 
you wrote ate. I am f-leo offering you a ot»noe to eatobliah the good frith 
of the Depertment of Justice, i believe the insistent refusal of the 
Archives to provide ate with o oopy of what * baliava I um entitled to or 
a dear written etetmnent of their reeaona for refusing it la entirely 
ineonalstent with what you seem to bnli,.>ve to bo the caa# a a it lg with 
any hind of deeoat aoholarahip or honoet administration of the rohivee. 

1 believe it is row suppression, by the exercise of raw power elona.lt 
la oven woraa th*n appears on the surfeoe for thare ia no saerot about that 
meaorandu : of transfer. 1 hove known about It since leto 1966. The panel 
report la the first official acknowledgement of it. Previously ita offloinl 
existence had been officially denied to me. 

If you do not understand tbs significance of ray comments relative 
to GD47i 7, let «» explain that this, although the FBI la careful to disguise 
it end almost everything else it deemed it could hide, refers to on arrest 
in Wiioeto Immediately prior te the neeaseination of a men wholMMral agents 
believed threntensd the ’■resident. *ou may resell hi:, trip at that time 
was abruptly cancelled. My investigation outside the serpen Oowmlaeion files 
reveels much, including federal interact. Ac I wrote **r. ^sds, either 
the pertinent reports ebout this incident are In hla files and I em entitled 
to them or e ats tenant of reason for their denial or they are not there and 
should be, in which event tois would still be trua. *nia is not the only 
sueh oaco. I call it to your attention because it is immediately before me. 

Xf t»l» P&X did not pro Tide thi? to the Oofliiolssioiig It #ngeg*d in suppression 
of eeaentlel information of immediate interest to the Commission. Can there be 
sny doubt this is preciaely whet the Cocaniaaion was supposed to ba inveatigrti 
or of its interest in other threats against the 'resident, etc.? 

I do hope you will look into this and help m< obtain whet I believe 
I am properly entitled to, i both cases. 


sincerely, 


Harold eisfcerg 


